
















































































Baltimore, MD  X     X 
Charlotte, NC        X 
Chicago, IL  X  X  X 
Los Angeles, CA          
Minneapolis, MN     X  X 
New York, NY  X       
Portland, OR  X  X  X 
San Jose, CA  X       
Seattle, WA 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NAICS*  Industry Description – Subsector  Employment  2008  Percentage of Mfg.  Avg. Weekly Wage 
2008 
311  Food Manufacturing  9,475  30.4%  $2,012 
323  Printing & Related Support Activities  3,202  10.3%  $952  
339  Miscellaneous Manufacturing  2,418  7.8%  $1,222  
327  Nonmetallic Mineral Product Mfg.  2,203  7.1%  $1,096  
325  Chemical Manufacturing  2,025  6.5%  $1,242  
326  Plastics & Rubber Products Mfg  1,790  5.8%  $812  
332  Fabricated Metal Product Mfg.  1,775  5.7%  $909  
334  Computer & Electronic Product Mfg.  1,454  4.7%  $1,491  
337  Furniture & Related Product Mfg.  1,182  3.8%  $819  
321  Wood Product Manufacturing  886  2.8%  $835  
322  Paper Manufacturing  814  2.6%  $1,395  
313  Textile Mills  685  2.2%  $1,595  
312  Beverage & Tobacco Product Mfg.  653  2.1%  $928  
























311  Food Manufacturing  588  6.6% 
312  Beverage & Tobacco Product Mfg  (215)  (24.8%) 
314  Textile Product Mills  (304)  (45.9%) 
315  Apparel Manufacturing  (263)  (41.2%) 
321  Wood Product Manufacturing  43  5.1% 
322  Paper Manufacturing  (805)  (49.7%) 
323  Printing & Related Support   (1,196)  (27.2%) 
325  Chemical Manufacturing  (225)  (13.8%) 
326  Plastics & Rubber Product Mfg  (105)  (5.5%) 
327  Nonmetallic Mineral Mfg  112  5.4% 
332  Fabricated Metal Mfg  252  24.7% 
334  Computer & Electronic Products  (907)  (38.4%) 
336  Transportation Equipment Mfg  (3,339)  (86.7%) 
337  Furniture & Related Product Mfg  (295)  (20.0%) 






































NAICS  Industry Description  Location Quotient  LQ Change (2002‐
2008) 
# of Jobs – 2008 
311  Food Manufacturing  1.17  16.3%  9,475 
3133  Textile & Fabric Finishing   1.88  851.4%  501 
32192  Wood Container & Pallet Mfg  1.21  152.7%  379 




325910  Printing Ink Manufacturing  3.58  54.7%  219 
323115  Digital Printing  1.40  107.8%  186 
32616  Plastics Bottle Mfg  4.31  4.2%  813 
3279  Other Nonmetallic Mineral Mfg  1.87  37.4%  794 
336212  Truck Trailer Mfg.  1.74  N/A  297 













NAICS Code  Industry Definition  Differential Shift (DS)  Jobs Attributable to DS 
311  Food Manufacturing  10.44%  927.37 
3133  Textile & Fabric Finishing  474.21%  445.76 
3141  Textile Furnishing Mills  12.98%  20.12 
321  Wood Product Manufacturing  23.05%  194.31 
323115  Digital Printing  127.90%  92.09 
324  Petroleum & Coal Products  5.42%  9.9 
325510  Paint & Coating Manufacturing  52.95%  80.49 
325910  Printing Ink Manufacturing  40.50%  70.46 
327  Nonmetallic Mineral Product Mfg.  15.68%  327.84 
3273  Cement & Concrete Product Mfg  11.10%  76.18 
3279  Other Nonmetallic Mineral Prod  33.34%  187.72 
332  Fabricated Metal Product Mfg  25.21%  358.69 
3323  Architectural & Structural Metals  21.06%  116.26 
333  Machinery Manufacturing  21.46%  69.09 
3335  Metalworking Machinery  49.96%  34.47 
335  Electrical Eq., Appliance Mfg  3.00%  23.15 
3371  Household & Inst.  Furniture  14.61%  50.56 
337910  Mattress Manufacturing  24.75%  26.73 































































































31‐33   Manufacturing  78,670  23,350  153,993 




313  Textile Mills  458 (0.6%)  218 (0.9%)  5,224 (3.4%) 
314  Textile Product Mills  1,360 (1.7%)  320 (1.4%)  2,850 (1.9%) 
315  Apparel Manufacturing  2,195 (2.8%)  3,605 (15.4%)  39,783 (25.8%) 
321  Wood Product Mfg.  585 (0.7%)  490 (2.1%)  1,508 (1.0%) 
322  Paper Manufacturing  4,474 (5.7%)  682 (2.9%)  1,890 (1.2%) 
323  Printing & Related Activs.  5,408 (6.9%)  1,497 (6.4%)  10,769 (7.0%) 
324  Petroleum & Coal Prod.  468 (0.6%)  N/A   1,420 (0.9%) 
325  Chemical Manufacturing  3,535 (4.5%)  1,156 (5.0%)  9,060 (5.9%) 
326  Plastic & Rubber Prod.  2,084 (2.6%)  771 (3.3%)  5,086 (3.3%) 
327  Nonmetallic Mineral Prod  1,465 (1.9%)  604 (2.9%)  3,623 (2.4%) 
331  Primary Metal Mfg  2,194 (2.8%)  138 (0.6%)  1,416 (0.9%) 
332  Fabricated Metal Mfg  12,396 (15.8%)  2,990 (12.8%)  15,154 (9.8%) 
333  Machinery Mfg.  2,541 (3.2%)  312 (1.3%)  4,778 (3.1%) 
334  Computer & Elec. Prod.  1,915 (2.4%)  1,004 (4.3%)  16,052 (10.4%) 
336  Transportation Eq. Mfg  4,621 (5.9%)  164 (0.7%)  9,669 (6.3%) 
337  Furniture & Related Mfg  3,933 (5.0%)  1,477 (6.3%)  9,278 (6.0%) 































































Manufacturing  (17.7%)  (27.7%)  (34.5%)  (17.0%) 
Food Manufacturing  6.6%  (16.7%)  (7.8%)  (9.0%) 
Bvrg & Tob Prod Mfg.  (24.8%)  (39.4%)  7.8%  37.6% 
Textile Mills  N/A  (29.9%)  (70.3%)  (28.3%) 
Textile Product Mills  (45.9%)  (5.6%)  (61.1%)  (39.2%) 
Apparel Manufacturing  (41.2%)  (50.4%)  (58.5%)  (14.2%) 
Wood Product Mfg.  5.1%  (27.9%)  1.9%  (6.3%) 
Paper Manufacturing  (49.7%)  (26.4%)  (44.3%)  (26.6%) 
Printing & Rel Act.  (27.2%)  (25.7%)  (26.7%)  (37.1%) 
Petroleum & Coal Prod.  3.3%  (20.3%)  N/A  16.1% 
Chemical Mfg  (13.8%)  (40.9%)  (58.6%)  (0.8%) 
Plastic & Rubber Prod.  (5.5%)  (39.5%)  (29.0%)  (23.6%) 
Nonmetl Min Prod Mfg  5.4%  (17.4%)  (15.8%)  (18.2%) 
Primary Metal Mfg  (18.9%)  (26.9%)  (18.8%)  (12.1%) 
Fabricated Metal Mfg  24.7%  (33.5%)  (18.8%)  (10.1%) 
Machinery Mfg.  18.0%  (33.2%)  (52.1%)  (17.4%) 
Computer & Elec. Prod.  (38.4%)  (37.7%)  18.0%  (10.7%) 
Transportation Eq. Mfg  (86.7%)  (23.0%)  (30.8%)  (20.2%) 
Furniture & Rel. Mfg  (20.0%)  (21.9%)  (24.7%)  (43.3%) 














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































         
First‐line supervisors/managers of 
production and operating workers  $30.98   $20.26   $23.52   $22.74  
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, 
and weighers  25.45  14.4  16.74  14.14 
Assemblers and fabricators, all other  25.23  12.52  18.97  12.85 
Maintenance and repair workers, general  24.94  16.72  19.84  15.34 
Industrial truck and tractor operators  24.92  13.48  15.38  13.11 
Laborers and freight, stock, and material 
movers, hand  24.39  12.02  13.46  10.2 
Team assemblers  21.6  13  13.06  11.63 
Welders, cutters, solderers, and brazers  20.62  13.68  15.14  15.1 
Cutting, punching, and press machine 
setters, operators, and tenders, metal 
and plastic  17.36  13.22  13.43  12.66 







































































































































































All occupations  472  100  5.4 
       
Management, business, and financial occupations 
81  17.2  4.9 
General and operations managers  4  0.9  ‐8.3 
Financial managers  2  0.5  1.8 
Industrial production managers  5  1  1.8 
Engineering managers  10  2.2  12 
Purchasing agents, except wholesale, retail, and farm 
products  10  2  1.8 
Cost estimators  2  0.5  10 
Human resources, training, and labor relations 
specialists  3  0.7  10 
Logisticians  4  0.8  12 
Management analysts  9  1.8  1.8 
Business operation specialists, all other  9  1.9  12 
Accountants and auditors  4  0.9  1.8 
Budget analysts  3  0.6  1.8 
           
Professional and related occupations  147  31.2  8.9 
Computer software engineers, applications  12  2.4  22.2 
Computer software engineers, systems software  5  1.2  12 
Computer systems analysts  3  0.6  12 
Aerospace engineers  44  9.3  6.9 
Electrical and electronics engineers  5  1  1.8 
Industrial engineers, including health and safety  15  3.2  22.8 
Industrial engineers  15  3.1  23.7 
Mechanical engineers  11  2.3  1.8 
Engineers, all other  9  1.8  1.8 
Drafters  5  1.1  8.9 
Aerospace engineering and operations technicians  4  0.8  1.8 
Electrical and electronic engineering technicians  3  0.6  1.8 
Industrial engineering technicians  7  1.5  12 
Engineering technicians, except drafters, all other 5 1.1 1.8 
Office and administrative support occupations 38 8 -3.2 
  2 0.5 1.8 













Shipping, receiving, and traffic clerks  4  0.8  ‐2 
Stock clerks and order fillers  5  1  ‐14.8 
Secretaries and administrative assistants  8  1.8  ‐0.6 
Office clerks, general  4  0.8  0.3 
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations  41  8.7  14.3 
Avionics technicians  4  0.9  12 
Electrical and electronics repairers, commercial and 
industrial equipment  2  0.5  8.6 
Aircraft mechanics and service technicians  21  4.4  22.2 
Industrial machinery mechanics  2  0.5  17.1 
Maintenance and repair workers, general  4  0.8  1.8 
       
Production occupations  141  29.9  2.5 
First‐line supervisors/managers of production and 
operating workers  9  2  1.8 
Aircraft structure, surfaces, rigging, and systems 
assemblers  24  5.2  12 
Electrical and electronic equipment assemblers  4  0.8  ‐18.5 
Team assemblers  7  1.5  1.8 
Computer‐controlled machine tool operators, metal 
and plastic  5  1.2  12 
Machine tool cutting setters, operators, and tenders, 
metal and plastic  12  2.6  ‐6.5 
Machinists  18  3.8  6.9 
Multiple machine tool setters, operators, and tenders, 
metal and plastic  4  0.8  12 
Tool and die makers  3  0.7  6.9 
Welders, cutters, solderers, and brazers  4  0.8  8.3 
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers  16  3.5  ‐4 
Note: Columns may not add to totals due to omission of 

















       
All occupations  292  100  23.7 
       
Management, business, and financial occupations 
47  15.9  26.5 
Top executives  6  1.9  13.4 
Marketing and sales managers  3  0.9  26 
Industrial production managers  4  1.3  26 
Natural sciences managers  3  1.1  26 
Managers, all other  4  1.3  26 
Accountants and auditors  3  1.1  26 
       
Professional and related occupations  81  27.8  26.4 
Computer specialists  9  3.2  35.5 
Biomedical engineers  2  0.8  38.6 
Industrial engineers  2  0.8  53.1 
Engineering technicians, except drafters  3  1.2  34.8 
Biochemists and biophysicists  4  1.4  26 
Microbiologists  3  1.1  26 
Medical scientists, except epidemiologists  10  3.4  26 
Chemists  15  5.2  13.4 
Biological technicians  7  2.5  26 
Chemical technicians  7  2.3  26 
       
Sales and related occupations  9  3  25.5 
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing  8  2.6  26 
       
Office and administrative support occupations  37  12.5  19.8 
Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks  3  0.9  26 
Customer service representatives  4  1.3  38.6 
Production, planning, and expediting clerks  3  1.1  26 
Shipping, receiving, and traffic clerks  4  1.4  21.3 
Secretaries and administrative assistants  9  3.1  20.1 
Office clerks, general  3  1.2  24.2 















Industrial machinery mechanics  3  1.1  44.9 
Maintenance and repair workers, general  6  2.1  26 
       
Production occupations  84  28.6  21.9 
First‐line supervisors/managers of production and 
operating workers  8  2.6  26 
Team assemblers  5  1.7  26 
Chemical plant and system operators  2  0.8  26 
Chemical equipment operators and tenders  10  3.5  26 
Separating, filtering, clarifying, precipitating, and still 
machine setters, operators, and tenders  6  1.9  26 
Mixing and blending machine setters, operators, and 
tenders  11  3.6  26 
Extruding, forming, pressing, and compacting machine 
setters, operators, and tenders  2  0.8  26 
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers  9  3  18.8 
Packaging and filling machine operators and tenders  20  7  13.4 
       
Transportation and material moving occupations  16  5.3  11.5 
Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand 
5  1.6  13.4 
Machine feeders and offbearers  4  1.4  13.4 
Packers and packagers, hand  4  1.4  0.8 
       
Note: Columns may not add to totals due to omission of 



























       
All occupations  1,484  100  0.3 
       
Management, business, and financial occupations 
62  4.2  ‐2.2 
Top executives  16  1.1  ‐10.1 
Industrial production managers  10  0.7  0.2 
       
Professional and related occupations  26  1.7  3.5 
Food scientists and technologists  5  0.3  5.5 
Agricultural and food science technicians  5  0.4  ‐1 
       
Service occupations  60  4.1  4 
Cooks and food preparation workers  9  0.6  ‐0.2 
Combined food preparation and serving workers, 
including fast food  9  0.6  11.4 
Counter attendants, cafeteria, food concession, and 
coffee shop  10  0.7  1.2 
Janitors and cleaners, except maids and housekeeping 
cleaners  23  1.6  4.5 
       
Sales and related occupations  54  3.6  ‐3 
Retail salespersons  17  1.2  ‐2.6 
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing, 
except technical and scientific products  19  1.3  ‐0.3 
       
Office and administrative support occupations  105  7.1  ‐5.9 
Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks  12  0.8  0 
Shipping, receiving, and traffic clerks  18  1.2  ‐3.2 
Office clerks, general  12  0.8  ‐1 
       
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 
86  5.8  4.9 
Industrial machinery mechanics  24  1.6  14.2 
Maintenance and repair workers, general  41  2.8  1.2 
       














operating workers  48  3.2  2 
Team assemblers  27  1.8  0.9 
Bakers  49  3.3  11.1 
Butchers and meat cutters  15  1  13.5 
Meat, poultry, and fish cutters and trimmers  106  7.1  12 
Slaughterers and meat packers  117  7.9  13.1 
Food and tobacco roasting, baking, and drying 
machine operators and tenders  14  0.9  10.4 
Food batchmakers  74  5  8.3 
Food cooking machine operators and tenders  24  1.6  ‐10.3 
Separating, filtering, clarifying, precipitating, and still 
machine setters, operators, and tenders  12  0.8  ‐4.2 
Mixing and blending machine setters, operators, and 
tenders  24  1.6  ‐3.2 
Cutting and slicing machine setters, operators, and 
tenders  11  0.7  3.6 
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers  26  1.7  ‐4.4 
Packaging and filling machine operators and tenders  103  7  ‐11.4 
Helpers—Production workers  74  5  5.5 
       
Transportation and material moving occupations 
267  18  ‐9.1 
Driver/sales workers  15  1  ‐9.2 
Truck drivers, heavy and tractor‐trailer  24  1.6  1.4 
Truck drivers, light or delivery services  12  0.8  1.8 
Industrial truck and tractor operators  39  2.6  ‐11 
Cleaners of vehicles and equipment  19  1.3  ‐0.6 
Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand 
56  3.8  ‐8.2 
Machine feeders and offbearers  14  1  ‐8.3 
Packers and packagers, hand  69  4.6  ‐18.5 
       
Note: Columns may not add to totals due to omission 























All occupations  1,316  100  ‐12 
       
Management, business, and financial occupations 
209  15.9  ‐11.8 
Top executives  23  1.8  ‐19.2 
Marketing and sales managers  18  1.4  ‐13.5 
Industrial production managers  12  0.9  ‐10.3 
Engineering managers  29  2.2  ‐8.3 
Purchasing agents, except wholesale, retail, and farm 
products  20  1.5  ‐10.7 
Accountants and auditors  14  1.1  ‐11.7 
       
Professional and related occupations  446  33.9  ‐7.7 
Computer software engineers, applications  38  2.9  3.1 
Computer software engineers, systems software  46  3.5  ‐10.1 
Computer support specialists  14  1.1  ‐15.5 
Computer systems analysts  13  1  ‐8.8 
Aerospace engineers  14  1.1  1 
Computer hardware engineers  32  2.4  ‐15.3 
Electrical engineers  34  2.6  ‐9.2 
Electronics engineers, except computer  36  2.7  ‐10.7 
Industrial engineers  31  2.3  8.7 
Mechanical engineers  21  1.6  ‐8.6 
Drafters  9  0.7  ‐8.9 
Electrical and electronic engineering technicians  42  3.2  ‐10.8 
Industrial engineering technicians  15  1.1  ‐2.8 
       
Sales and related occupations  47  3.6  ‐12 
       
Office and administrative support occupations  133  10.1  ‐14.2 
Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks  11  0.8  ‐9.5 
Customer service representatives  15  1.2  ‐0.2 
Production, planning, and expediting clerks  15  1.1  ‐11.1 
Shipping, receiving, and traffic clerks  17  1.3  ‐14.3 
Secretaries and administrative assistants  22  1.7  ‐13 
Office clerks, general  14  1.1  ‐14.2 
















       
Production occupations  411  31.2  ‐16.1 
First‐line supervisors/managers of production and 
operating workers  29  2.2  ‐9.7 
Electrical and electronic equipment assemblers  114  8.7  ‐29.3 
Electromechanical equipment assemblers  28  2.1  ‐8.4 
Team assemblers  59  4.5  ‐8.5 
Machinists  15  1.1  ‐2.8 
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers  36  2.7  ‐15.6 
Semiconductor processors  41  3.1  ‐13.8 
       
Note: Columns may not add to totals due to omission of 
































       
All occupations  1,070  100  ‐14.3 
       
Management, business, and financial occupations 
63  5.9  ‐13.8 
Top executives  10  0.9  ‐23.5 
Industrial production managers  9  0.8  ‐13.5 
Purchasing agents, except wholesale, retail, and farm 
products  7  0.6  ‐18.5 
       
Professional and related occupations  81  7.6  ‐9.4 
Computer specialists  7  0.6  ‐8.9 
Industrial engineers  19  1.8  3.1 
Mechanical engineers  14  1.3  ‐14.4 
Engineering technicians, except drafters  15  1.4  ‐14.9 
       
Office and administrative support occupations  58  5.5  ‐18.4 
Production, planning, and expediting clerks  9  0.9  ‐16.4 
Shipping, receiving, and traffic clerks  12  1.1  ‐18.9 
Secretaries and administrative assistants  7  0.7  ‐16.6 
       
Construction and extraction occupations  28  2.6  ‐9.8 
Electricians  15  1.4  ‐9.2 
       
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations  68  6.4  ‐10.5 
Industrial machinery mechanics  14  1.3  ‐2.6 
Maintenance and repair workers, general  21  1.9  ‐14.2 
       
Production occupations  688  64.3  ‐14.4 
First‐line supervisors/managers of production and 
operating workers  36  3.3  ‐13.4 
Electrical and electronic equipment assemblers  10  1  ‐34.8 
Engine and other machine assemblers  12  1.1  ‐13.5 
Structural metal fabricators and fitters  7  0.7  ‐6.3 
Team assemblers  201  18.8  ‐9.5 














plastic  14  1.3  ‐10.1 
Forming machine setters, operators, and tenders, metal 
and plastic  11  1  ‐29.2 
Machine tool cutting setters, operators, and tenders, 
metal and plastic  62  5.8  ‐25.1 
Machinists  28  2.6  ‐13.9 
Molders and molding machine setters, operators, and 
tenders, metal and plastic  13  1.2  ‐26.8 
Multiple machine tool setters, operators, and tenders, 
metal and plastic  18  1.7  ‐11.6 
Tool and die makers  21  1.9  ‐13.2 
Welders, cutters, solderers, and brazers  36  3.4  ‐2.6 
Welding, soldering, and brazing machine setters, 
operators, and tenders  13  1.2  ‐5.9 
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers 
33  3  ‐20 
Painters, transportation equipment  10  1  ‐8.1 
       
Transportation and material moving occupations  65  6.1  ‐22.4 
Industrial truck and tractor operators  23  2.2  ‐23.9 
Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand 
21  2  ‐22.8 
       
Note: Columns may not add to totals due to omission of 























































































































Like many cities, Atlanta’s  supply of  industrial  real 
estate  is  dwindling  due  to  development  pressure.  
Currently,  Atlanta  has  7%  percent  of  its  land  use 
designated  for  industrial  (See  Table  5.1a).  This 
equates  to a 12%  loss of  acres between 2004 and 
2009.   Other cities have seen comparable  loss of 




































































The Northside/NW area  is  also  the highest‐priced  industrial  submarket  in  terms of  lease  rates.  In  the 
combined  Chattahoochee/Central  area  (the  Co‐Star  submarket  area  that most  closely  corresponds  to 
the geographic area the 

















space,  Atlanta  has  less  of  its 
industrial  space  dedicated  to 
manufacturing use than the  
national  percentage  which  is 
13.1%.3 Overall, Atlanta’s MSA 
industrial  building  inventory 















High Tech  $13.25  $8.43  $11.34 
















Looking  specifically  at  the  City  of  Atlanta’s  total  industrial  space  for  lease,  there  are  over  42 million 
square  feet  of  industrial  in  the  Chattahoochee/Central  area  and  over  147  million  in  the  South 
Atlanta/Airport  market.  The  South  Atlanta/Airport  figure,  it  should  be  noted,  includes  significant 
property outside of the City in Clayton County. 
 
In  terms  of  vacancy,  Atlanta’s  manufacturing  and  total  industrial  vacancy  is  slightly  higher  than  the 







Despite  the demonstrated supply and availability of  industrial  land and buildings  in Atlanta,  there  is a 
mismatch  in  terms of  the building  inventory  and building  requirements  for many  twenty‐first  century 
industrial users. For example, in the City of Atlanta there are currently less than 10 properties that are 




















Table  5.5a  offers  examples  of  how Atlanta  compares 












Much  of  Atlanta’s  building  stock  is  aged  and  likely  obsolete  given  today’s  industry  requirements.  For 
buildings over 75,000 square feet, 37% were built before 1970 and another 28% were built before 1990.  






































































manufacturers  locate  in  industrial  areas  and  are  highly  dependent  on  location.  According  to  industry 
experts,  large‐scale  food  distribution  is  one  of  the  few  “recession‐proof”  commercial/industrial 
industries  in  the  current  economic  climate  (Schoolcraft,  2009).  In  addition  to  the  large  regional 
distribution centers, there are also smaller food manufacturers who can choose to engage in sustainable 
practices  by  locating  close  to  raw  products  and  their  customer  base  simultaneously,  lessening  their 















Distribution  space  and  did  not  include  manufacturing  space.    They  arrived  at  this  figure  by  taking 
employment  projection  figures  for  the  period  and  applying  a  formula  that  takes  into  account  the 
number of square feet of industrial land per employee and the historic intown absorption as a percent 
of  metro  Atlanta.  In  the  final  presentation,  they  presented  a  chart  (See  Table  5.7a)  that  shows  the 
amount of Flex, Distribution and Warehouse space that will be required in five year increments with and 





















Another  indication of a decline  in demand for manufacturing real estate can be seen  in an analysis of 





Another  way  to  document  demand  is  to  review  the 
leads that have been processed by the local economic 
development  agencies.  In  the  past  two  years,  the 
Atlanta  Development  Authority    (ADA)  has  recorded 
inquiries  from over 200 entities.    It  is notable that of 
the  204  requests,  over  49%  were  from  industrial 
users.  There  is  not  complete  data  on  the  real  estate 
requirements  that  accompanied  these  requests, 




















































At  the Metro  Chamber,  over  1600  requests 



















In  2007,  the  City  assessed  the  growth  needs  for  the 
various operating departments  and determined  that  the 




















This  number  does  not  tell  us  the  total  amount  of  land  used  by  the  City’s  operating  department  or 






















or  Shovel  Ready  type of  program.    These programs  certify  that  the  sites  have  all  approvals  for major 
permitting  and  that  building  can  proceed without  delay.  New  York’s  Build  Now  and  North  Carolina’s 
Certified  Site  program  are  two  statewide  programs  that  have  clearly  identified  criteria  for  their 
programs.  According  to  its website,  North  Carolina’s  Certification means  “  a  property  has  undergone 
































BuildNow  sites  were  added  to  the  inventory.    This  last  round  of  funding  was  targeted  to  the 




















The  data  presented  above,  combined  with  information  from  interviews  with  economic  development 
personnel,  industrial  real estate site  specialists and other consultants during  the background phase of 
this  Studio,  suggest  that  it will  remain  difficult  for  the  City  of  Atlanta  to  compete  for  large  industrial 
space users due to its higher land cost and the higher real and perceived cost of doing business in the 
City. There may be some opportunity to capitalize on the significantly lower land and lease rates that are 
available  on  the  southside  of  Atlanta,  particularly  around  Southside  Industrial  Park,  but  other 
opportunities are extremely limited. 
 
Rather  than  competing  for  large  manufacturing  assignments,  the  quantitative  and  qualitative  data 










in  the City of Atlanta have under 100 employees. 12  Given  the existing building  stock  that  serves  this 
population and  the  smaller parcels  that  could  support new construction,  it would make  sense  for  the 
City to focus on learning more about its small to mid‐size users and whether or not they form industry 
clusters  that warrant  specialized attention.  The  strategy of  focusing on  industrial districts made up of 
specialized support services is one that is currently being pursued in Los Angeles and in San Francisco as 




that  are  well  represented  in  past  inquiries  to  ADA  and  the  Chamber  –  life  sciences  and  food 
manufacturing for example– can be modest space users that would fit with the City’s existing stock.  As a 






































































industrially  zoned  land  over  the  past 
five  (5)  years  is  an  indication  that 
Atlanta’s  industrial  areas  are  in 
danger.  The  pressures  will  continue, 
but  there  are  lessons  to  be  learned 
from  others  that  have  experienced 




manufacturing  districts  in  1990  was 
preceded by considerable concerns of 
increasing  residential  and  commercial 
pressures  on  key  industrial  areas 
(Rast,  2001,  p.  185).  The  loss  of 
thousands  of  acres  of  industrial  land  in  Los  Angeles  also  caused  its  leaders  to  create  an  industrial 
corridor  program  (LA,  Attachment  A,  2007).  Planners  in  Washington,  D.C.  clearly  believed  that  the 
District’s zoning policy failed at protecting industrial areas from incompatible land uses when they called 
for a complete revision of the zoning framework in 2006 (D.C., 2006, pp. 6‐8). The Philadelphia Industrial 
Development  Corporation  (PIDC)  is  participating  in  an  industrial  land  plan  because  Philadelphia  is 




Much  like  the cities  that have already  implemented supportive  industrial  land use policies,  the  loss of 


























the observations  for each site  is available  in  the Appendix. The observations were  reviewed based on 
four  (4)  criteria.  The  organizational  scheme  of  evaluating  areas  was  developed  after  the  review  of 
several  reports  addressing  industrial  uses  in  Atlanta  as  well  as  eight  (8)  other  cities.  The  concept  of 
organizing an area’s various  real estate and  logistic attributes by  its  form,  function, marketability, and 
public  priority  arose  from  the  recognized needs  and  concerns  that were  common  to  all  the  reviewed 
plans. 
Form 
Referring  back  to  the  discussion  of 
conceptualizing types of  industrial areas,  it 
is important to note the role and relevance 
boundaries,  buffers,  and  transitional  areas 
have in stabilizing industrial areas. A widely 
recognized  concern  from  the  case  cities 
was  the  encroachment  of  incompatible 
land  uses  (especially  residential)  into 
industrial  areas.  For  instance,  a  review  of 
Atlanta’s  neighborhood  planning  units’ 
(NPUs)  land  use  policies  in  the 
comprehensive  plan  revealed  that  all  but 
six  (6)  of  the  twenty‐five  (25)  NPUs 
mentioned  boundary  and  buffer  related 
issues with  industrial  use  (see  Table  5.2b). 
Some  NPUs,  such  as  NPU‐W,  stated 
boundary  restrictions  for  specific  major 
industrial  facilities  of  concern.  NPU‐R  even  prescribed  that  industrial  land  uses  in  the  neighborhood 
should be restricted only to industrial park‐like settings (Atlanta, 2003, pp. 20.27‐20.42). 
 
Table 5.2b:    Examples of  Specific Recognition by NPUs 
for Boundaries and Buffers Between Industrial Uses and 
Other Uses from  Atlanta’s Comprehensive Plan 
Only  retain  industrial  uses  that  are  compatible  with  their 
surrounding development patterns  
Provide  landscape  or  architectural  buffers  to  minimize 
industrial areas impact on residential areas 
Maintain  the  boundaries  of  existing  industrial  uses  and 
prevent encroachment of these uses  into adjacent residential 
areas 
Introduce  a  transitional  buffer  zone  between  single‐family 
uses and industrial uses 
















In  Minneapolis,  policymakers  heeded  the  recommendation  of  the  industrial  land  use  plan  and  drew 
physical  boundaries  to  prioritize  industrial  uses  and  to  strongly  discourage  residential  uses.  It  was 
determined  that any zoning effort  in Minneapolis would  fail  to protect  industrial uses without  strong, 
clear  boundaries  around  areas  (Minneapolis,  2006,  pp.72‐73).  The  amount  of  requests  for  changing 
industrial  zoning  prompted  Seattle’s mayor  in  2004  to  request  a  complete  overhaul  on  how  the  City 
plans for its industrial land (Seattle, July 2007, p. 1). 
 
The  ability  for  an  industrial  area  to  accommodate  expansions,  different  types  of  operations,  and  the 
facilities of the future is also an important element to understand when evaluating form. The concept of 
flexibility was found to be extremely important for long‐term and sustainable industrial development in 
the  case  cities.  Minneapolis’s  industrial  land  use  plan  specifically  stated,  “Flexibility  will  be  the  key 
feature  for  industrial development  in  the  future”  (Maxfield, 2006, p. 97). Minneapolis has determined 
that changes  to manufacturing will directly  impact  future  industrial  land demand so methodologies of 
rationally  making  land  use  decisions  based  on  industry  projections  were  incorporated  in  its  plan 
(Maxfield,  2006,  pp.  114‐115).  In  Seattle,  interviews  with  businesses  revealed  that  land  constraints 





transitional  areas  affect  how  well  industrial  areas  interact  with  surrounding  neighborhoods. 






concerned  about  planning  areas  (i.e.,  several  contiguous  acres)  than  points  or  individual  parcels.  A 







The  survival  of  an  industrial  area  and  its  businesses  will  depend  on  how  well  the  area  functions. 
Compatibility  among  the  businesses,  access  to  suppliers  and  customers,  and  service  by  adequate 
transportation  infrastructure  (especially  road  circulation)  and  utilities  all  contribute  to  doing  business 
well  in  an  area.  These  aspects  of  function  are  included  in  the  following  summary  because  they were 
commonly found in the consulted industrial land studies. Understanding and profiling an area’s function 
is extremely difficult and complex, requiring expertise from various sources and flexibility  in approach. 
Though  this  summary  is  not  meant  to  be  inclusive  of  all  the  studies’  nuances,  it  does  highlight  the 
considerable  attention  cities  place  on  evaluating  function  during  industrial  planning.  Characterizing 
Atlanta’s  industrial  areas  without  regard  to  how  well  they  function  may  jeopardize  policies  and  the 
credibility of the entire planning process.  
 
Compatibility was a critical planning component  for all  the case cities. There were  indications  from all 
the  case  cities  that  excessive  amounts  of  retail  and  commercial  uses,  and  certain  industry  mixes 
compromised  industrial  areas.  A  common  approach  to  ensuring  compatibility  was  through  zoning. 
Subsequently,  evaluating  areas  included  some manner  of  comparing  zoning  with  existing  conditions. 
Codified  zoning  requirements  that  involved  a  hierarchy  of  industrial  uses  based  on  process  type  and 
intensity was a common approach to ensure  the right mix of  industry  in an area. Chicago’s zoning  for 
planned  manufacturing  districts  was  a  good  example  of  this  approach.  New  York’s  zoning  code  for 









Designating  uses  to  prevent  conflict was  also  necessary where  industrial  areas may  have  pre‐existing 




The  study  supporting  future  industrial  policies  in  Philadelphia  also  found  that  industrial  facilities 
preferred not to operate in isolation (Dalfo, 2009). Many of the case cities considered the clustering of 
industrial users as an  indication that several area components were correctly working;  thus,  the areas 
were  assumed  to  be  worth  protecting.  The  City  of  Los  Angeles  analyzed  industrial  areas  for  “cores” 
where industries were clustered and concentrated. These areas were not only a priority for the City to 





Access  to  suppliers  and  customers was  a 
critical  focus  for many  cites.  The  District 
of Columbia spent considerable attention 
on the linkages and the advantages of co‐
locating  buyers  (users  of  products)  and 





manufacturers  and  other  industries  such 




Manufacturers  were  also  found  to  be 
linked  to  research  institutions 
(Minneapolis,  2006,  p.  3).  Overall,  the 
geographical proximity of businesses with 






of  uses  and  property  values.  Co‐locating 
high technology firms, retailers, and other 
commercial  users  in  industrial  areas  was 









































areas.  The  industrial  land  use  report  prepared  for  Minneapolis,  for  example,  included  the  following 
statement:  “Access  to  industrial properties  from  the  roadway network  is perhaps  the most  important 
factor in locating and preserving industrial users” (Maxfield, 2006, p. 95). Circulation also impacts parcel 




for  attracting  manufacturers  to  Atlanta.  Rail  is  still  considered  an  affordable  and  effective  means  of 
moving goods  in Atlanta  (Atlanta Regional Commission, 2008, p. 13). The historical  investments  in  rail 
corridors and inter‐modal facilities will continue to benefit Atlanta’s  industrial users, and access to rail 
should be important in future evaluations. However, road access, specifically commercial trucking routes 
will  dictate  the  vitality  of  any  industrial  area  in  Atlanta.  The  need  for  designating  and  updating  truck 
routes to aid in commercial road shipping has been suggested in Atlanta’s comprehensive transportation 
plan  (Atlanta,  April  2008,  p.  5).  Additionally,  the  Atlanta  Regional  Commission  (ARC)  is  currently 
undertaking  a  regional  truck  route  master  plan  as  recommended  from  the  “2008  Atlanta  Regional 
Freight  Mobility  Plan.”3  Individual  NPU  boards  have  specified  problem  intersections  that  impact 
industrial users.4 Redevelopment plans and tax allocation district (TAD) reports prepared by the Atlanta 




















In  addition  to  access  transportation  infrastructure,  utilities  such  as  gas,  electric,  water,  sewer,  and 
telecommunications should be a factor  in evaluating areas. All  the case cities noted the advantages of 
infill  development  in  terms  of  access  to  pre‐existing  infrastructure.  For  example,  Atlanta’s 
comprehensive plan encouraged the redevelopment of underused  industrial areas serviced by existing 
utilities. However, utilities could also be old or obsolete in historically industrial areas. Los Angeles and 
Seattle  recognized  this  unfortunate  reality  in  analyzing  functionality  in  their  industrial  areas  (LA, 
Attachment  B,  2007,  pp.  30‐31;  Seattle,  July  2007,  p.  13).    Minneapolis  specifically  addressed  the 



















Highlighting  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  existing  building  stock  provides  information  about 
impediments  to  industrial  land development. Modern manufacturers have different  space needs  than 







as well  as  construction. Manufacturers  consider  amenities  such  as  high  ceilings  (at  least  30’),  loading 






















estimating future space needs and matching  it with  land supply  is  to use a standard FAR. Minneapolis 








to  develop  insights  into  future  policies  that  discourage  speculation  and  encourage  the  reuse  of 
underutilized  or  surplus  publically‐owned  land.  These  efforts  in  assessing  marketability  have  been 
motivators for action in the case studies. Seattle’s evaluation of ownership, for example, discovered that 
47%  of  the  industrially‐zoned  land  in  the  city  was  owned  by  the  public  (Seattle,  May  2007,  p.  15). 
Delinquent  taxes  and  liens  (e.g.,  mortgage,  mechanical,  and  regulatory  liens)  were  also  indicators  of 
possible  acquisition,  assembly,  and  targeting  initiatives.  Information  on  property  encumbrances  (e.g., 
liens  and  covenants)  can  be  found  in  local  assessor’s  records,  but  further  evaluation  to  fill  gaps  and 
verify public  record  searches may  require more  specialized approaches  such as  title examinations. An 
area’s  marketability  may  also  be  negatively  impacted  by  the  local  permitting  process.  Surveys  of 








































The  fourth  factor  to be considered  in evaluating  industrial areas  is public priorities. A consistent  issue 
from  the  case  studies  was  the  priority  to  address  vacant  and  underutilized  property  for  industrial 
purposes. Cities used evaluations  to characterize areas of underutilization and  identify  the  location of 
significant  vacant  land  in  and  adjacent  to  targeted  industrial  areas.  In  preparing  comprehensive  and 
neighborhood‐level  plans,  cities  incorporated  these  evaluations  to  select  priority  areas  for  industrial 








Capital  improvement  plans  and  budgets  were  also  commonly  integrated  into  the  case  study  cities’ 
industrial  area  evaluations.  Chicago’s  coordination  of  public  infrastructure  investment  in  its  planned 





All  of  the  case  study  cities  also  incorporated  their  financial  and  technical  services  into  in  evaluating 
industrial  areas.  The  Philadelphia  Industrial  Development  Corporation,  for  instance,  is  using  the 
industrial land planning process as an opportunity to prioritize future land assembly and other services 
to  facilitate  reuse  in  targeted areas  (Dalfo, 2009). Chicago uses  tax  increment  financing  in  its planned 
manufacturing  districts  to  encourage  redevelopment.  Recommendations  such  as  targeting  brownfield 
assistance  to  assess  and  remediate  sites  in  industrial  areas were  included  in  industrial  land use plans 
(D.C., 2006, p. 104). 
 
Table  5.6b  summarizes  important  public  priorities  relating  to  the  evaluation  of  industrial  areas  in 

























Appendix  to  this  report.  Future  evaluations  of  selected  industrial  areas  are  recommended  to 
demonstrate the benefit and appropriateness of assessing important characteristics specific to industrial 
areas in Atlanta. Characteristics attributing to an area’s form, function, marketability, and public priority 
will be taken  into account  in  the evaluation. A draft of  the evaluation matrix can also be  found  in  the 
Appendix.  
 
Based  on  the  evaluations,  patterns  of  existing  conditions  may  emerge.  In  anticipation  of  critically 
analyzing  these patterns and providing appropriate  recommendations  for policy  responses,  the  studio 
class will develop and utilize a descriptive classification scheme with categories of policy response. This 
evaluation  activity was  undertaken  in  some manner  by most  of  the  case  cities  to  provide  qualitative 
information.  The  District  of  Columbia  developed  an  excellent  evaluation  framework  and  is  a  good 






















































Sites  1‐5  in  Table  5.7b were  recommended  at  the October  8,  2009  presentation  as  areas  for  further 
evaluation during the second half of the studio. The selection provides a good cross‐section of Atlanta’s 
industrial areas that could fall under any of the classifications of area. At this time, there has not been a 
final determination of which  two or  three areas will be chosen as projects  for  the studio. The portion 













(8)  cities  across  the nation and  reports  addressing Atlanta’s  industrial  land were  reviewed. Key  issues 
common  to  the  case  cities were  identified  and organized  in  a manner  to  guide  the  future  analysis  of 
industrial  areas  in  Atlanta.  A  recommended  perspective  to  understanding  Atlanta’s  industrial  areas 
includes  four  (4)  important  criteria:  1)  form,  2)  function,  3) marketability,  and  4)  public  priority.  The 
















































































































































































































































































































Use Zones           Status of Use 
CN1 – Neighborhood Commercial 1      P – Permitted by Right 
CN2 – Neighborhood Commercial 2      L – Limited Use  
CO1 – Office Commercial 1        CU – Conditional  
CO2 – Office Commercial 2        N – Not Permitted 













Use Zones             Status of Use 
B1 – Neighborhood Shopping District        P – Permitted by Right 
B2 – Neighborhood Mixed‐Use District        L – Limited Use 
B3 – Community Shopping District        CU – Conditional 













Use Zones         Status of Use 
C2 – Commercial Zone 2      P – Permitted by Right 











Use Zones         Status of Use 
SM – Seattle Mixed       P – Permitted by Right 
NC1 – Neighborhood Commercial 1    L – Limited Use 
NC2 – Neighborhood Commercial 2    CU – Conditional 
NC3 – Neighborhood Commercial 3    N – Not Permitted 
C1 – Commercial
C2 – Commercial 2 
IB – Industrial Buffer 
IC – Industrial Commercial 
IG1 – General Industrial  1 
IG2 – General Industrial 2 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Thoughtful mixing of land uses is a difficult undertaking, often with unpredictable outcomes. As is 
observed through the case studies, though, principal and accessory use designation offers much needed 
structure to a mixed‐use zoning scheme. In the particular case of commercial and industrial zones, the 
objective is the creation of progressively intensifying commercial zones which buffer, and eventually 
give way, to robust zones of manufacturing and other high‐impact industrial activities. 
 
The primary or principal use designation of a zone determines the nature of the activities that will be 
permitted by right. Secondary or accessory uses should be included to promote the efficient operation 
of the zone's primary use and to enhance its social environment. Additionally, the prevalence of 
conditional use designations suggests these cities embrace a proactive and detail‐oriented permitting 
process. The conditional use review process offers planning officials an opportunity to evaluate the 
impact of and need for a particular proposed use before it is sited. This added level of scrutiny can help 
to ensure that available land is not over allocated to non‐industrial uses, and that a proper balance of 
industrial uses is maintained. 
 
The most striking of the case studies is Los Angeles, in which there is minimal effort to mix uses. 
Commercial zones allow little, if any, industrial activity. Likewise, industrial zones minimize retail, service 
and other non‐industrial uses. Los Angeles’ separation of uses stands in stark contrast to the attempt at 
balance reflected in the zoning codes of cities like Portland and Seattle. 
 
Policy Approaches 
While a flexible zoning framework is important, it is only one aspect of the more comprehensive 
strategies employed to protect industrial lands in several case study cities. Because zoning is always 
subject to change, a stronger control mechanism is often needed to promote longevity and stabilize 
industrial land holdings. Different cities have taken different approaches to reverse the trend of 
industrial land conversion and to support the aesthetic improvement of their industrial areas. Chicago, 
Portland, San Francisco and New York’s Industrial Retention Network offer promising policy innovations. 
 
Chicago  
The City of Chicago offers a wide range of policy tools for industrial land control. Beginning in the 1990s, 
the city established Planned Manufacturing Districts to protect its declining industrial base, and to 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promote a stable environment for industrial investment and expansion. Planned Manufacturing districts 
are implemented as zones, though unlike other zones, they require a vote by the City Council to be 
altered. All PMDs have firm boundaries and a minimum required area of five contiguous acres. 
Accessory uses are allowed only by permit. Additionally, nonconforming uses may be replaced only by 
uses allowed by right.  
 
The rights to impose development standards within PMDs that go beyond those required by the zoning 
ordinance have been devolved to hosting communities. However, even where a community imposes no 
further obligations, the City has implemented a landscaping ordinance, and the Department of 
Transportation, a program for streetscape improvements.  
 
Chicago’s Landscape Ordinance requires that owners and developers of commercial and industrial 
properties provide landscaping with new developments or when improvements are undertaken. The 
ordinance stipulates that three types of landscaping must be furnished: parkway tree planters, screening 
for vehicular use areas, and internal parking for vehicular use areas. Property owners must submit an 
illustrated landscaping plan detailing how the requirements of the ordinance will be met. The Bureau of 
Forestry and the Department of Planning are charged with ensuring compliance, and may prevent 
issuance of certificates of occupancy for developments failing to meet the requirements.  
The Chicago Department of Transportation has also made efforts to affect the aesthetic quality of 
Chicago’s streets through the development of its Streetscapes Program. CDOT’s program guide offers 
brief explanations on the psychology of the streetscape, necessary components, and ideas for creating 
streets that are both pedestrian‐friendly and functional for all modes of transit.  
 
Particularly interesting within the guide is its chapter on the creation of community identifiers. 
“Community Identifiers,” it says, “are sculptural elements within a streetscape that seek to bring a 
unique identity to a neighborhood commercial area.” The concept for these elements may be drawn 
from the area’s history, architectural legacy, or cultural background. Once identified, the symbolic 
element may be used in a variety of forms, including pavement medallions, ‘gateway’ structures, fabric 
or permanent pole fixtures, and kiosks. The Chicago Stockyards PMD is one industrial district that has 
seized upon CDOTs program as an opportunity to create memorable neighborhood identifiers that 
evoke its unique industrial heritage.
 
 
 
 
Source: http://www.flickr.com/photos/mss2400/2341213225/ 
 
 
 
Source: http://www.flickr.com/photos/chrissy575/3461329106/ 
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Portland ‐ Industrial Sanctuaries21 
Similar to Chicago's Planned Manufacturing Districts, the City of Portland moved to adopt Industrial 
Sanctuaries in its current comprehensive plan. Sanctuaries are intended to protect Portland’s industrial 
land users and the valuable jobs they provide. Although residential and other uses are permitted, they 
are understood to occupy only an accessory use status. 
 
San Francisco ‐ Industrial Protection Zones22 Residential/ Industrial Compatibility and Protection 
Ordinance23 
Recognizing that its existing industrial lands were increasingly under pressure from non‐industrial 
encroachment, San Francisco's Planning Commission sought to protect the lands that remained with the 
year 2000 passage of an ordinance providing for targeted Industrial Protection Zones and Housing Zones. 
The ordinance discouraged the conversion of industrial land to office and retail space in its “Production‐
Distribution‐Repair” (PDR) buffer zones, and encouraged the development of affordable mixed‐use 
housing. 
 
The Residential and Industrial Protection and Compatibility Ordinance protects existing industrial 
businesses from potentially harmful non‐industrial development on adjacent lands. The ordinance 
stipulates that no industrial use can be deemed a public or private nuisance after it has been in 
operation for two years, if it was not a nuisance at the time of its establishment. The ordinance requires 
that potential residents be notified of the possible consequences of living in proximity to an industrially 
zoned district. 
 
New York Industrial Retention Network – Industrial Land Conversion Fees24 
Finally, the New York Industrial Retention Network advocates the use of conversion fees. In instances 
where land use designation change cannot be prevented, NYIRN suggests that municipalities use 
conversion fees, a type of impact fee, to recoup a portion of loss incurred when industrial land is 
                                                             
21 Guild's lake Industrial Sanctuary Plan District. (n.d.). Retrieved October 14, 2009, from  
www.portlandonline.com/bps/index.cfm?c=34563&a=53368  
22 Sfgov | San Francisco Planning Department: Industrial Protection Zones ‐ Special Use District. (n.d.). Retrieved October 14,  
2009, from  
http://www.sfgov.org/site/planning_index.asp?id=24991  
23 Chapter 35 ‐ Residential and Industrial Compatibility and Protection. (n.d.). Retrieved October 14, 2009, from  
http://www.municode.com/library/HTML/14131/ch035.html  
24 New Zoning & Finance Tools. (n.d.). Retrieved October 14, 2009, from  
http://www.nyirn.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.viewpage&pageid=757  
 
 
 
141 
 
upzoned. The proceeds are to be used to fund the relocation of displaced industrial businesses to a site 
within a protected industrial area.
 
Covenants 
In the quest to make industry a good neighbor, the physical layout of individual industrial sites and the 
overall character of industrial districts will play an indispensable role. Writing as early as the 1970’s, the 
American Industrial Development Council, the Urban Land Institute, and other industrial advocacy 
groups came together in recognition that industry’s precarious nature necessitated the use of more 
stringent and concerted land use controls. This was in the interest not only of minimizing the impact of 
industrial nuisances on surrounding areas, but also of protecting business investments and promoting 
the long‐term growth and stability of industrial developments. In addition to their support for industrial 
zoning, these advocacy groups, collectively referred to as the National Industry Zoning Committee 
(NCIZ), crafted and made popular the inclusion of use covenants in the deeding of lots in industrial 
parks.25  
 
Though the NCIZ no longer exists, use of the covenants they pioneered remains standard practice in the 
industrial development process. Use covenants, unlike zoning, are not subject to constant change. They 
function as private agreements and may be sued upon in court to compel compliance. To be changed, 
use covenants require the agreement of all subject parties, and they commonly last for as long as 
twenty years before requiring renewal.26   
 
The following covenant outline provided in the Urban Land Institute’s 1977 Industrial Development 
Handbook offers an example of the principal industrial design and performance considerations. While 
this checklist may have been considered comprehensive at that time, it should be noted that it does not 
necessarily reflect the growing intellectual movement toward sustainability. Additions may be necessary 
to adequately address the full range of relevant environmental concerns, and other location‐specific 
considerations. 
 
                                                             
25 Lochmoeller, D. C. (1977). Industrial Development Handbook. Washington, D.C.: Urban Land Institute. 
26 Conway, H. M., Liston, L. L., & Saul, R. J. (1979). Industrial Park Growth: An Environmental Success Story (Industrial 
 Development Site Selection Handbook). Atlanta, GA: Conway Publications. 
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Because of their stringency, cities should seek, at the very least, to emulate covenant‐style structure and 
security in the industrial land use controls they adopt. Detailed expectations about development and 
performance standards should be clearly expressed and codified with a reasonable but non‐restrictive 
degree of specificity.  These controls are key in protecting industrial land and engineering the character 
of industrial districts.  
 
 
Development Standards 
 
Design Standards 
Some basic themes and considerations in the management of industrial land uses are recurrent across 
municipalities. These themes include: pedestrian‐friendly streetscapes, preservation of local character, 
and nuisance abatement. Much of the perception of industrial nuisance derives from what individuals 
see as they drive or walk by industrial sites. Close attention to ensure that industrial lots are attractive, 
orderly, and consistent with surrounding neighborhood scale and appearance will reflect positively in 
local perceptions of industrial presence. The zoning framework of each city should addresses the basic 
tools used to achieve this goal. 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Setbacks, maximum floor area ratios, building height restrictions, and architectural standards are just a 
few of the requirements imposed on industrial developments in an effort to shape or preserve overall 
neighborhood character. Controls requiring screening of outdoor storage and activities, landscaping, and 
other streetscape improvements are intended to enhance aesthetic appeal.  
 
Suburban industrial park developers are keenly aware of the importance of aesthetics in industrial and 
large‐scale commercial projects. They offer some of the most informative illustrations of quality 
industrial area design. The following diagrams were published within the design guidelines of the Mill 
Town Center Business and Industrial Park in Waipahu, Hawaii, approximately 15 miles from Honolulu. 
While not all of the specifications indicated by these sketches will be ideal for Atlanta’s context, they 
provide a basis for reflection about the way policies on paper are manifest when executed through the 
development process. 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Site Layout and Building Scale 
 
Source: http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
 
 
This illustration depicts basic site layout requirements. Space has been designated for a planted strip 
between the street and sidewalk and for a front setback between the sidewalk and building face. 
Additionally, a setback from the rear lot line has been established to separate the building from the use 
that abuts it. The size of the rear setback will vary depending on the zoning classification of the abutting 
lot. Side setbacks are not required.  
 
This means that the building itself may occupy any of the land area between the dashed lines. The 
proportion of the lot it may cover and its height are determined by other guidelines. Floor area ratio, for 
instance, dictates the proportion of building floor space to actual land area allowed. The diagram below 
illustrates a 1:1 ratio in both instances, but the way the floor area of the building is situated in either 
produces significantly different results. For the purpose at hand, these differences play out most 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consequentially in the efficiency of land use they promote, the varied pedestrian experiences they 
produce, and overall neighborhood characters they encourage. 
 
 
Streetscape 
 
Source: http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
 
 
Walkability is an essential feature of any viable urban landscape. Well‐designed walkways allay 
pedestrian safety concerns regarding passing automobile traffic. Planted strips, sometimes placed on 
either side of sidewalks, frame the pedestrian environment. Awareness of human scale in attending 
development serves to further enhance the pedestrian experience. 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Careful attention should also be paid to ensure that motor vehicle access is adequately accommodated 
in the industrial setting. In addition to the needs of commuters in private automobiles, trucking traffic 
must have the ability to reach necessary sites, execute safe turns, and efficiently reach major highways. 
Ideally, commercial traffic activities occur in a pattern that minimizes interaction with private 
automobiles and, especially, pedestrian and bicycle traffic. 
 
 
http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
 
This graphic indicates that a planted strip of approximately four feet separates the sidewalk from the 
street. The ten‐foot front setback provides additional space between the building face and the sidewalk. 
This space may be landscaped, but not walled or fenced.  
 
Landscaping 
Landscaping is a very effective way to add immense aesthetic appeal to a developed environment. It is 
also a means to demarcate boundaries, and, when well maintained, it is an indicator of care and close 
attention to detail. Landscaping might describe trees planted along major roadways, shrubbery 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separating sidewalks from building facades, or simply grass in a planted strip between the sidewalk and 
street. Specific types of vegetation are commonly prescribed within development standards to create a 
desired landscaping affect.  
The illustration that follows indicates the degree of landscaping that it required along the edges of lots 
within the park to adequately buffer it from surrounding uses. While uses within the park may not be 
noxious to those residing within the area, landscaping will provide an added measure of beauty and 
order to the local streetscape. 
 
 
http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
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Additionally, as Seattle’s Green Factor suggests, landscaping is about more than just aesthetics. There 
are a number of environmental and economic benefits to be gained from increased urban landscaping. 
Green Factor is a city‐wide program encouraging greater ecological sustainability through the 
development of green walls, green roofs, and rain gardens. The program cites vegetation’s ability to 
clean the air, absorb carbon, cool and insulate buildings, and mitigate urban heat island effect.  
 
Source: www.seattle.gov/dpd/greenfactor 
 
Buffering 
Landscaping is also a subtle and effective way of buffering unsightly elements or activities. The diagrams 
that follow illustrate how simple vegetative buffers can effectively shield or minimize outdoor activities 
or objects from street view, enhancing the quality of streetscapes.  
 
http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
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http://www.milltowncenter.com/images/stories/pdf/DesignGuidelines.pdf 
 
 
Development standards are the principal means through which cities exert influence over the “design” 
of industrial areas. The tables that follow summarize the case study cities’ guidelines with regard to 
these basic standards. 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Design Guidelines 
 
Design guidelines are now common for many central city and suburban neighborhoods. They function 
differently from the regulations and standards found in zoning codes. As John Punter states, “they 
provide a design guidance system that is helpful and flexible, but which leads one through a process that 
creates desired results.” In other words, design guidelines are a means for communities to achieve 
desired character and inject community personality. There is a trend among major cities of developing 
general guidelines, mostly for downtown development, but devolving the power to create 
neighborhood‐specific design guidelines.  
 
Unfortunately, additional standards explicitly detailing urban approaches to industrial development 
remain rare. Nonetheless, some cities have articulated guidelines which provide useful insight, each with 
the aim of preserving distinct locational context. Their guidelines offer a more detailed view of their 
unique design priorities and goals. In Chicago, for instance, special environmental and infrastructural 
needs demanded the creation of guidelines to ensure ecological sensitivity and balance.   
 
Chicago – Calumet Planned Manufacturing District 
The Calumet region was once a vast system of wetlands and marshes. Years of industrial activity in the 
area had a devastating impact on its ecological balance. Many waterways and soils suffered 
contamination, and Lake Calumet was dredged several times to meet the changing needs of freight 
vessels. Since a substantial portion of Chicago’s land for industrial expansion lies within its Calumet 
region, there arose a pressing need to set the area on a path toward long‐term sustainability. In addition 
to the desire to preserve Calumet’s ecologically sensitive environment, the lack of an established sewer 
system within the district necessitated that special steps be taken to facilitate on‐site stormwater 
management. Through the establishment of an extensive design process centered around location‐
specific design guidelines, Chicago’s Planning Department hopes to assist future developers in creating 
an environment where “industry and nature coexist.” 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Source: http://egov.cityofchicago.org/webportal/COCWebPortal/COC_ATTACH/Calumet_Design_Guidelines.pdf 
 
Widespread contamination created the necessity for procedures regarding soil rehabilitation and hazard 
mitigation. Calumet’s design guidelines indicate the status of soils by site as well as soil mixing and 
remediation techniques based on anticipated land use. Because the region consists of vast wetlands, 
water management is also a principal concern. The guidelines facilitate developers in the design of 
special pervious surfaces for motorized vehicle use, and call for the inclusion of “prairie” similar to that 
which occurs naturally within the region for its ability to maximize ground water absorption. 
Calumet’s design guidelines provide a great example of how many communities are using this unique 
policy tool to create and preserve local character, and to meet special contextual needs. 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Industrial Redevelopment 
 
With recent trends favoring the conversion of industrial lands and buildings to non‐industrial uses, few 
locations provide current, relatable examples of district‐level industrial‐to‐industrial conversion. A small 
group of actors is, however, entrenched in the battle to readapt industry to the urban setting. One such 
organization is Infill Philadelphia, an initiative of Philadelphia’s Community Design Collaborative. Infill 
Philadelphia is actively involved in efforts to create unique design solutions for the revitalization of  
underperforming inner‐city neighborhoods. Through their solicitation of projects involving the 
readaptation of former industrial facilities for new industrial uses, they have begun to amass a body of 
knowledge and develop connections to firms at the forefront of industrial reclamation.  
These firms take on a variety of forms: for‐profit, not‐for‐profit, architecture‐based, and otherwise. The 
Greenpoint Manufacturing Design Center, for instance, started in the 1980s, serves a significantly 
underappreciated niche market as the only nonproft industrial developer in New York City. This 
organization acquires, reconditions, and manages derelict industrial buildings, enabling small and 
medium‐sized manufactures and artisans to obtain affordable production space. To date, Greenpoint 
has redeveloped more than 500,000 square feet of Brooklyn’s industrial floor space that is now home to 
more than 100 businesses employing some 500 people. The organization is also an active policy 
advocate, seeking necessary resources for redevelopment ventures, building and maintaining essential 
community networks, and providing technical assistance to communities desiring to take on industrial 
rehab projects. 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Source: http://www.gmdconline.org/about/GMDC_AnnualReport.pdf 
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Greenpoint is a uniquely innovative group providing a service that is growing rapidly in importance. 
They, along with organizations like the Community Design Collaborative, are developing the tools that 
will be needed to retrofit America’s inner cities for the great industrial revival that is to come. 
Barcelona, Spain is just one of several international cities that has embraced industry’s second coming. 
The city’s new plan, designed to recapture urban commerce and cradle a burgeoning new knowledge 
economy might provide key insight into what urban industry’s future holds. 
 
 
22@Barcelona – The Future of Urban Industry?  
The Innovation District is the intended goal of a major redevelopment of Barcelona’s Poble Nou 
industrial area, the planning for which began in the 1990s. The concept centers on the drive to reorient 
the city’s economic basis, establishing it as a node of activity for the information and communications 
technology industries: “those activities that use information as a raw material, and whose end product is 
knowledge” (General Municipal Plan, 14)27. 
 
 
Source: http://www.22barcelona.com/documentacio/22barcelona_2009_cat.pdf 
 
                                                             
27 Modification of the PGM (General Municipal Plan) for the Renovation of the  Industrial Areas of Poblenou;.Retrieved January 14, 2010 from 
http://www.22barcelona.com/component/option,com_remository/Itemid,750/func,select/id,23/orderby,1/lang,en/. 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Once boasting the title “factory of Spain,” the plan represents the city’s bold aspirations to transform 
itself from the national leader in manufacturing to a leading knowledge hub. Still embracing a 
manufacturing legacy to some degree, though, an intent remains evident to hone in on Barcelona’s 
future role in the development of mid and high‐tech products, while consciously nurturing the strong 
knowledge economy essential to the conception of such products. “To a large extent, the future of its 
competitive capacity will depend on its [ability] to integrate new technology and to intensify the 
tertiary‐industrial activities rich in knowledge” (General Municipal Plan, 13)28. 
Acknowledging that recent industrial development has shown a tendency toward division of the 
production sphere from those of recreation and housing, the 22@ Plan raises the point that several 
“world class” cities have successfully revived ailing urban industrial areas through linkage to the ‘new’ 
industries of information and communications. It asserts that 22@ will advance this concept, re‐linking 
production activity to the urban core, and creating an environment with “strong interaction between 
the activities that comprise the productive and residential fabric” (General Municipal Plan, 20)29.  As the 
Plan, indicates, the city’s Cerdà Grid system of streets has been exceedingly transcendent, 
demonstrating a capacity to accommodate changes in land use and building typology, and the ability to 
organize high‐density traffic. 
 
                                                             
28 Modification of the PGM (General Municipal Plan) for the Renovation of the  Industrial Areas of Poblenou;.Retrieved January 14, 2010 from 
http://www.22barcelona.com/component/option,com_remository/Itemid,750/func,select/id,23/orderby,1/lang,en/. 
29 Modification of the PGM (General Municipal Plan) for the Renovation of the  Industrial Areas of Poblenou;.Retrieved January 14, 2010 from 
http://www.22barcelona.com/component/option,com_remository/Itemid,750/func,select/id,23/orderby,1/lang,en/. 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Dilapidated industrial buildings in Poble Nou prior to the start of 22@Barcelona renovations 
Source: http://www.22barcelona.com/documentacio/22barcelona_2009_cat.pdf 
 
 
22@ Barcelona – Plan Area Map 
Source: http://www.22barcelona.com/content/view/385/740/lang,en/ 
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The Cerdà Grid Network 
Source: http://www.22barcelona.com/content/view/385/740/lang,en/ 
 
A focus on sustainability is evident in the Poble Nou project. Many housing developments that were 
built despite their noncompliance with plans for the area have produced what officials note as a 
“positive urban effect.” The presence of housing in an area of intense economic activity has an 
agglutinative effect, they say, generating street life and diversifying local activity. Such being the case, 
they have included plans to allow a greater number of housing units. This effort to link disparate spheres 
of life, they believe, will ensure the district’s sustainability. 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Source: http://www.22barcelona.com/documentacio/22barcelona_2009_cat.pdf 
 
In the interest of creating and maintaining a desirable mixed‐use urban environment, the district 
excludes industrial activity deemed polluting, dangerous, or a nuisance. It also limits warehousing and 
distribution services to levels necessary for the efficient functioning of local businesses. Use‐intensive 
industries and those utilizing large commercial vehicles are expressly secluded to the urban fringe. 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A redeveloped streetscape and a public courtyard within 22@Barcelona.  
Source: (1) http://www.flickr.com/photos/jupana/4028119553/ ;(2) http://www.flickr.com/photos/jupana/4028131291/ 
 
The black pads on the ground function to separate cyclists from motor vehicle traffic. They are intended 
to be wide enough to prevent cyclist injury due to collision with vehicle doors. 
Barcelona stands as yet another example of a city poised to distance itself from the manufacturing and 
production‐oriented base that powered its ascent. Though its plan begins with language honoring its 
industrial past, a subsequent discussion of land use regulation reveals an already‐present intent to 
exclude a great number of business undoubtedly well integrated into its current economic structure on 
the basis of environmental incompatibility. Again resurfaces the perception of industry’s incongruence 
with the principles of urbanism and “good” neighborhood design.  
 
With so many communities in conscious opposition, for the city with the goal of reintroducing industry 
to the urban context, the question of whether industry can co‐exist with other uses should be 
thoroughly considered. If the answer remains “yes,” the evidence to the contrary only serves to 
accentuate the need for clear economic priorities, and confidence in the dedication of time, finance, and 
innovation resources necessary to recreate the form of industry in the likeness of the urban mold. 
